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I.       Introduction

Armonía and Nature Canada are partners with the Canadian Environmental Network (RCEN) in the project entitled “Ecological Governance-The role of international NGOs in achieving sustainable development”. The project looks at the interface between environmental work and good governance (ecological governance) in 4 countries in the developing world: Bolivia, Cameroon, Honduras and Nigeria. The Armonía-Nature Canada portion of the project studies this interface in the context of the experience of selected partners of BirdLife International with advocacy related to multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs).   This document summarizes the responses to a questionnaire on experience with MEAs completed by ten individuals from six different BirdLife organizations. 

The overall goal of the Armonía-Nature Canada project is to contribute to building capacity among BirdLife Partners in the Americas to engage with their national governments on issues related to MEAs, while strengthening ecological governance. The project seeks to identify best practices related to advocacy work around MEAs that can be shared throughout the Partnership and with other ENGOs in Canada and in the South. 

II.      Ecological Governance and Multilateral Environmental Agreements

The concept of ecological governance adopted for this project is that of Michael M’Gonigle, from the POLIS Project at the University of Victoria, BC.   It is a process “embedding the environment in all levels of decision-making and action from the personal to the global. It means a new paradigm that treats ‘the environment’ not as an add-on or afterthought, but as all-encompassing and all-pervasive.”  The major objective of ecological governance is the development of long-term ecological sustainability, resting on the key concepts of prevention and precaution, ecosystems-based management, matching authority to jurisdiction and adaptive management. 
What is the role of MEAs in working towards ecological governance? An important part of the cultural norms that govern resource use, management and protection are captured in multilateral environmental agreements. Because of their multilateral nature, MEAs are indicators of the consensus on an issue affecting a resource, an ecosystem or the global environment and of the actions that governments are prepared to commit to in order to address an issue. It should be noted, however, that the norms in MEAs seldom are stringent legal prescriptions and governments too often enter into MEAs without ensuring that capacity and ability exist to implement them, comply with them and enforce them. (UNEP Manual, 2006)

In pursuing a plan for sustainability, the applicable MEAs may be an important aspect to take into account to understand the legal and policy context for the ecosystem, resources or environmental issues in question, at the domestic and international levels. The work of Armonía and Nature Canada, and that of many organizations in the BirdLife partnership, involves MEAs to different degrees, including working closely with the convention community or supporting programs and actions for local outcomes.  Among many others, the MEA’s that are relevant to BirdLife Partners in the Americas include:

· The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)

· The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)

· The Ramsar Convention for the Protection of Wetlands (Ramsar Convention)

· The United Nations Convention To Combat Desertification (UNCCD)
· The Bonn Convention on Migratory Species (CMS)

BirdLife is producing a science policy framework on Climate Change and has developed detailed guides on some of these MEAs to assist Partners in engaging with related advocacy or implementation work. These documents include:

· Climate Change Science Policy Framework, September 2006 (Draft)

· A Guide to the Convention on Biological Diversity for the Birdlife International Partnership, July 2000

· Wetlands, including the Ramsar Convention Science-Policy Linking Paper, Nov 2006 (Draft)

· A Guide to the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification for the Birdlife International Partnership (Draft)
· A guide on the Convention on Migratory Species (forthcoming in 2007)

III.     Summary of the responses to the questionnaire

	List of the organizations and personnel interviewed

	Organization
	Person

	Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB)
	John Lanchberry, Dave Pritchard and Joy Hyvarinen

	Birdlife International (BL)
	John Fanshawe and Muhtari Aminu-Kano

	Panama Audubon Society (PAS)
	Rosabel Miró 

	Guyra Paraguay (GP)
	Alberto Yanosky

	Asociación Armonía (AA)
	A. Bennett Hennessey

	Nature Canada (NC)
	Mara Kerry and Andrea Lockwood


Question One  “Has the organization identified which multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) are relevant to the organization’s work?”

Eight of the ten interviewees, spanning four of the six organizations replied that yes, their organizations had identified which MEAs were relevant to their work. In the case of Guyra Paraguay, whilst the process of identifying all relevant MEAs has not been formally undertaken, the organization is aware of many MEAs and the interviewee was able to list and prioritize eight that were directly relevant to their work.  The only negative response to this question came from the Asociación Armonía. The director of this organization responded with the statement “Armonía has not identified any MEA that appears to be relevant to our conservation work”.
Question Two   “Which MEAs have been identified?”
	MEA
	# of individuals 
	# of organizations
	Organizations

	Aarhus Convention
	3
	3
	RSPB, BL, PAS

	ACAP
	1
	1
	PAS

	African Convention
	1
	1
	RSPB

	Ashkhabad Convention 
	1
	1
	RSPB

	Bern Convention
	3
	2
	RSPB, BL

	CBD
	9
	5
	BL, GP, RSPB, NC, PAS

	CITES
	3
	2
	RSPB, BL

	CMS
	5
	4
	RSPB, GP, BL, NC

	Espoo Convention
	1
	1
	RSPB

	Mercosur Instruments
	1
	1
	GP

	Kyoto P – CDM
	1
	1
	NC

	Kyoto P – JI
	1
	1
	NC

	CCD (land degradation)
	1
	1
	GP

	OSPAR Convention
	2
	1
	RSPB

	Ramsar Convention
	6
	4
	BL, RSPB, GP, PAS

	UNFCCC
	7
	4
	NC, BL, RSPB, GP

	UNCCD
	2
	2
	BL, RSPB

	WHC
	2
	2
	RSPB, BL

	WHSRN
	1
	1
	BL


Question Three “How are the identified MEAs relevant –to what goals and projects of the organization?”
Although a total of twenty MEAs were identified in question two, when asked how the identified MEAs that are relevant to their organization, the majority of interviewees, chose to focus on only one or two.  The most frequently referenced being the UNFCC and CBD. Representatives from both Birdlife International and the RSPB highlighted the threat that Climate Change (CC) poses to their policy of site-based species conservation, whilst Mara Kerry, Director of Conservation at Nature Canada stated that in the case of NC “protected areas are a tool to help mitigate the impacts of CC, as well as an essential mechanism for species adaptation”. 

Guyra Paraguay was the only organization that mentioned attempts to combine the goals of different MEAs stating that “One of the biggest challenges for Guyra Paraguay is to find a way to link CC (mitigation) and CBD in the context of the treaties.”

Only one interviewee had not found any MEAs to be relevant to their organization; the director of Asociación Armonía stated that MEAs “Presently in our species specific conservation priority programs, no MEA has been identified that we really believe could help the project. Probably this is because the conservation work is on the ground in the area of impact and not very related to the government at the larger national level.”
Question Four “What opportunities/threats do these MEAs pose for attaining the goals of the organization?”

· Converting MEAs to national legislation

Converting MEAS into national legislation was mentioned by five of the ten interviewees, and in the majority of cases, this was seen as a major threat to the success of the MEA, with only one interviewee, namely John Fanshawe of Birdlife International, identifying this as both an opportunity, presumably in terms of increasing awareness and effectiveness, and a threat. 

The CBD was singled out by three of the ten interviewees as difficult to achieve due to the fact that it is not legally binding. For example, one of the responses from Nature Canada that sums up much of the opinions expressed in other questionnaires states that “the extent to which the CBD can help Nature Canada achieve its goals is largely dependent on the extent to which Canada chooses to make good on its commitments.” Conversely, the Kyoto Agreement was singled out as a good example of the increase in effectiveness when a MEA is legally binding. 

Whilst there was general agreement that MEAs would be more effective if they were legally binding, several interviewees expressed a view that having MEAs in place was a good starting point. For example, one of the responses from Nature Canada stressed that MEAs, and particularly the CBD can “carry moral suasion” and be “used to hold the governments feet in the fire in terms of nature conservation in Canada”, whereas Asociación Armonía replied that whilst MEAs are not widely respected in Bolivia, it is hoped that pressure from the international community will make Bolivia respect the CITES convention. 

· A lack of capacity to implement MEAs

Interviewees from both “northern” and “southern” countries identified lack of capacity to implement MEAs as a threat, though it is perceived as being a greater threat in the “southern” countries. John Fanshawe from Birdlife International considered that “Where as the UK might have ten or fifteen people working on the CBD, small countries like Palau, for example, will have only one person dealing with all of the MEAs as part of a wider portfolio of work.  This highlights a significant capacity issue.” This sentiment was echoed in the response from Guyra Paraguay “Paraguay signs [MEAs] that cannot be implemented and it lacks capacity to negotiate.” 
· The focus of one MEA can be a threat to another. 

Three of the ten interviewees, felt that if the targets of one MEA were followed in isolation, this could pose a threat to the objectives of other MEAs. Consequently, achieving the objectives of several MEAs in an integrated fashion was seen as a major challenge for nature conservation organizations. The most commonly cited examples being the integration of the UNFCCC and biodiversity focused MEAs. Guyra Paraguay also highlighted that strategies for combating desertification can be detrimental to biodiversity. 

Question Five  “How has the organization been involved with these MEAs (negotiations, adoption, implementation, advocacy, etc)?”

Lobbying governments, attending international conventions and hosting “side meetings” at international conventions were the three main ways in which the organizations interviewed have been involved with their respective MEAs. 

There was a distinct difference in answers between organizations based in “northern” and “southern” countries; it was only the organizations from the north that cited regular attendance at international meetings and the strategic planning and hosting of “side events” as methods of involvement with MEAs. The lack of capacity and consequential lack of involvement of NGOs from developing countries in international meetings was recognized as a challenge by all of the northern organizations interviewed. For example, John Lanchberry from the RSPB stated that “The Climate Action Network tends to be dominated by “Northern” groups………There are few “home-grown” groups from developing countries.” Moves are being made to address the situation, and John Fanshawe of Birldlife International stated that “One key [positive] development has been the emergence of people from BirdLife Partners as NGO representatives on official government delegations”. In addition Nature Canada and Guyra Paraguay identified their work together to organize a successful side event at the Montreal UNFCCC COP-11 on Forest, Carbon and Biodiversity.  
Question Six “What are the benefits of advocacy or implementation work related to MEAs?”
The recognized benefits can be summarized as: raising the profile of conservation related issues nationally and internationally, opportunities to earn funding, opportunities to work with governments to draft and/or implement national policies, increased depth of knowledge both within and outside of the organization. Only one organization did not recognize any benefits. This was Asociación Armonía who stated “We have not found the benefits to out weigh the effort needed to promote such MEAs, especially when they are not respected nationally.” 
Question Seven   “Are there obstacles to engaging effectively with relevant MEAs?

The most commonly cited obstacle was a lack of financial capacity with which to carry out the work required to fulfill MEAs. Other obstacles mentioned were a lack of experience, difficulties in engaging with other NGOs or governments, incorporating MEAs into national legislation, and the complexity of some of the processes associated with MEAs, particularly the CBD. All of the three southern organizations questioned mentioned a lack of political will or a lack of respect for MEAs at a national government level as a major obstacle. There was one very positive response from Dave Pritichard of the RSPB, who stated that “Over the 36 years that we’ve been involved with Ramsar, we’ve overcome most of the obstacles.” 
Question Eight  “From the perspective of the organization’s projects, in what ways do the MEAs promote the involvement of local stakeholders in decisions that affect the management of natural resources?”

The majority of responses relayed a sentiment that by and large, MEAs are not particularly friendly to local stakeholders; the structure of MEAs making if difficult to take note of individual opinions and the economies of scale making it unrealistic to achieve significant local stakeholder participation, even with the best intentions.  An exception was the response by Joy Hyvarinen, from RSPB, who stated that “The CBD has really helped generate participatory processes at the national level.  This is probably true at the local level as well.  It has offered local stakeholders opportunities to engage with governments and engage in implementation.”
Question Nine “In what ways do the MEAs promote or hinder long-term ecological sustainability (in practice)?”

The responses to this question were varied. Some suggested that MEAs had promoted ecological sustainability by raising the profile of this issue, and in some instances, resulting in regular reporting for an MEA being undertaken by national government. Some of the potential reasons for MEAs hindering long-term ecological sustainability were that politicians / governments could use ratification of an MEA as a sign of achieving sustainability and not act beyond that, that MEAs can function too much at a global level and that different MEAs can conflict in their objectives. One interviewee noted that the CBD could promote long-term ecological sustainability if it were implemented effectively.

Question Ten “In what ways do the MEAs promote decision-making that has ecological considerations at its base?”

The overriding theme that comes through in the responses given is that whilst MEAs can increase awareness of ecological issues, the ability of MEAs to promote decision making is severely impeded by the fact that most MEAs are not legally binding and there is little or no national legislation to support them. Joy Hyvarinen noted that “Decision making based on ecological considerations is basically what the CBD is about.  It is geared towards that.  It aims to promote that kind of decision making by, for example, requiring countries to have NBSAPs [National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan] and integrate biodiversity into decision making in other policy areas.” 

Question Eleven  “How could the organization improve its advocacy to better align MEAs with ecological governance (ecology-based decision-making by local stakeholders for developing sustainably)?

The responses given varied considerably, but recurring themes were that organization could improve their advocacy by acting to increase the knowledge of ecological governance and MEAs within and outside of the organization, deepening the understanding of the link between ecological governance and structuring the work of NGOs such that there are implicit links between actions / projects and MEAs. Again several interviewees cited a lack of resources, and the weak political / legal strength of MEAs as an obstacle to improving their advocacy. 

Question Twelve   “In the organization’s experience, what are best practices for ecological governance in advocacy work with MEAs?”

A recurring theme in the responses to this question was that the need for information exchange and education to increase the profile and knowledge of MEAs among all strata of society. The smaller NGOs, namely Asociación Armonía, Guyra Paraguay and Panama Audubon Society, all stressed the need for increased public awareness of MEAs especially “keeping the public informed of what is happening with these conventions” and “demonstrating tangible benefits”. The sentiment of increasing public awareness was echoed by Mara Kerry from Nature Canada, who stated that “we need to communicate effectively what the links are between personal decision-making and the environment and empower people to take action in positive ways.” In addition to information exchange, building and sustaining good relations and lasting trust with all stakeholders was identified as a best practice. This was also echoed by another interviewee who identified “working with BirdLife partners and drawing on their experiences” as a best practice.

Appendix 1- List of MEAs Identified in the Survey

Aarhus Convention - The UNECE Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters. Adopted in Aarhus, Denmark, in 1998, and entered into force in 2001.

ACAP - Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels. One of the agreements under the CMS. Adopted in 2001, and entered into force in 2004.

African Convention - The African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources was adopted in 1968 and entered into force o n 16 June 1969.

Ashkhabad Convention - Framework Convention on Preservation of Environment for Sustainable Development of Central Asia.

Bern Convention - The Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats. Adopted in 1979, and entered into force in 1982.

CBD - Convention on Biological Diversity. Adopted in 1992, and entered into force in 1993. One of the Rio Conventions

CCD - Convention to Combat Desertification in Countries Experiencing Serious Drought and/or Desertification Particularly in Africa

CITES - Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora. Adopted in 1973, and entered into force in 1975.

Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) - One of the three market-based mechanisms under the Kyoto Protocol to the UNFCCC, whereby developed countries may finance greenhouse gas emissions-avoiding projects in developing countries, and receive credits for doing so which they may apply towards meeting mandatory limits on their own emissions.

CMS - Convention on Migratory Species of Wild Animals. Also called the Bonn Convention. Adopted in 1979, and entered into force in 1983.

Espoo Convention - Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context, also called the Transboundary EIA Convention. Adopted in 1991 and entered into force on in 1997.

Kyoto Protocol - Protocol to the UNFCCC. Provides for binding emission reductions for Annex I Parties to the UNFCCC. Adopted in 1997, and entered into force in 2005.

Joint Implementation (JI) - A mechanism to implement the Kyoto Protocol through which a developed country can receive emissions-reduction units when it helps to finance projects that reduce net greenhouse gas emissions in another developed country.

OSPAR Convention - The 1992 OSPAR Convention is the current instrument guiding international cooperation on the protection of the marine environment of the North-East Atlantic. It combined and up-dated the 1972 Oslo Convention on dumping waste at sea and the 1974 Paris Convention on land-based sources of marine pollution.

MERCOSUR - The Southern Common Market (MERCOSUR) was created by Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay in March 1991. The MERCOSUR Environmental Framework Agreement was adopted in 2001.

Ramsar - The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance Especially as Waterfowl Habitat. Adopted in 1971, and entered into force in 1975.

UNCCD - UN Convention to Combat Desertification in Countries Experiencing Serious Drought and/or Desertification, especially in Africa. Adopted in 1994, and entered into force in 1996. One of the Rio Conventions.

UNFCCC - UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. Adopted in 1992, and entered into force in 1994. One of the Rio Conventions.

WHC - World Heritage Convention. The Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. Adopted in 1972 under the aegis of UNESCO, and entered into force in 1975.

WHSRN - The Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network is a conservation strategy launched in 1985. The Network aligns with the simple strategy that we must protect key habitats throughout the Americas in order to sustain healthy populations of shorebirds.
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